
Before t h e  Board of Zoning Adjustment, D. C, 

PUBLIC HEARING -- January 12, 1966 

Appeal No. 8541 Richard Me Oliver ,  e t  a l ,  Appellants ,  

The Zoning Administrator District of Columbia, Appellee, 

On motion du ly  made, seconded and unanimously ca r r i ed ,  t he  
fol lowing Order was entered  a t  t h e  meeting of t h e  Board on January 18, 1966, 

EFFECTIVE DATE OF ORDER -- Apr i l  6, 1966 

ORDERED : 

That t h e  Order dated February 17, 1966, i n  Appeal No, 8541 be amended 

t o  show l o t s  1, 2, and 3, square 1414, Due t o  a c l e r i c a l  e r r o r ,  the  

o r i g i n a l  Order showed t h e  l o t s  a s  804, 806, and 808, 



Before the  Board of Zoning Adjustment, Dm C, 

PUBLIC HEARING -- January 12, 1966 

Appeal No, #8541 Richard M. Oliver e t  a l ,  Appellants, 

The Zoning A d m i n i s t r a t ~ r  D i s t r i c t  of Columbia, Appellee, 

On motion duly made, seconded and unanimously carr ied ,  the  
following Order was entered a t  t h e  meeting of the  Board on January 18, 1966. 

DATE OF ORDER -- February 17, 1966 

ORDERED : 

That t h e  appeal f o r  a variance from t h e  minimum l o t  area  and width 
requirements of the  R-1-B D i s t r i c t  t o  permit d iv i s ion  i n t o  two l o t s  and 
e rec t ion  of a dwelling on one l o t  a t  5001 Sher r i e r  Place, NW,, l o t s  804, 
806, and 808, Square 1414, be granted, 

From the  records and evidence adduced a t  the  hearing, the  Board f inds  
t h e  following fac t s :  

(1) Appellants a r e  t h e  owners of t h r e e  l o t s ,  a l l  of which f a i l  t o  
meet t h e  minimum l o t  requirements of  t h e  It-1-B D i s t r i c t ,  

(2) The th ree  l o t s  a r e  narrow, and have a frontage of 25 and 26 f e e t  
on S h e r r i e r  Place, Nil, with a depth of 125 fee t ,  The t h r e e  lots contain 
an area  of 9500 square f e e t  whereas the  R-1-B D i s t r i c t  requires  an area  of 
500 square f e e t  and a 50 foo t  frontage per l o t ,  

(3) There i s  an e x i s t i n g  two s t o r y  frame dwelling with basement on 
two of t h e  l o t s ,  

(4) Appellants propose t o  redivide  the  t h r e e  l o t s  so  as  t o  have two 
l o t s ,  one consis t ing  of 5016 square f e e t  and t h e  o ther  consis t ing  of 4484 
square fee t ,  a variance of 516 square from the  requirements, 

(5) Appellants a s s e r t  t h a t  the  ex i s t ing  house has been rewde led  
wi th in  the  pas t  15 years, but  is too old  and too small t o  lend i t s e l f  t o  
fu r the r  improvement t h a t  would make it compatible with the  9500 square 
foo t  l o t ,  

(6) Appellants propose t o  e r e c t  a two s t o r y  br ick  dwelling with 
basement on the  new l ~ t ,  

(7) There was an object ion t o  t h e  granting of t h i s  appeal expressed 
a t  the  publ ic  hearing, 

The Board is  of the  opinion t h a t  the  appe l l an t s  have proven exceptional 
and undue hardship inherent  in the  land r e s u l t i n g  i n  an undue hardship upon 
the  owners, Fa i lu re  t o  grapt  the  appe l l an t s t  appeal would only continue an 
ex i s t ing  hardship and prevent reasonable use of the property, 
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Since t h e  d iv i s ion  of these  l o t s  w i l l  r e s u l t  i n  one conforming l o t  
and another  only s l i g h t l y  nonconforming, Che Board concludes t h a t  t h e  
grant ing  of t h i s  appeal w i l l  c ~ n s t i t u t e  an imprwsment. Further ,  the  
Board concludes t h a t  t h e  appel lants '  proposals a r e  cons i s t en t  with t h e  
purpose and i n t e n t  of  the  zoning regula t ions  and w i l l  have no adverse 
a f f e c t  upon the  value  and s t a b i l i t y  of t h e  R-1-B D i s t r i c t  i n  which it 
is located, I n  f a c t ,  the  Board f e e l s  t h a t  the  appel lants '  proposals 
w i l l  enhance t h e  neighborhood and c a r r y  out  the  purposes of t h e  Zoning 
Regulations. 


